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Russell; Prof. J. Smucker; Dean S. French Call to 
Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien noted that this was the first Senate meeting of the 1981/82 
academic year and as is usual at this time there was a significant change in 
the membership of Senate. Consequently, he felt that it would be useful and 
appropriate for members to identity themselves. He invited members of 
Senate to introduce themselves by giving their name and indicating the 
particular group or constituency from which the member comes. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CURNEW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TRUDEL, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 
MAY 27 AND 29, AND JUNE 18, 1981, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Concerning University budgets for 1982/83, 1983/84, and 1984/85, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that the Department of Education recently issued its 
"guidelines for budget planning" to all universities in Quebec. These were 
not final decisions nor commitments, but rather they were the Government's 
indication of the framework within which it expects the financial decisions, 
for those three years, to be taken. This information has been issued at the 
level of the total university system and not at the level of each university. 
Consequently, be was talking about the total university grant, as opposed to 
the specific grant for Concordia University. He explained that, while 
Concordia's grant would inevitably follow the guidelines in a general way, 


there was one issue of particular interest to this Institution that has not been 

addressed in this exercise: the argument that Concordia receives less than its 
fair share of the total grants. This issue is explicitly excluded. That question 
would undoubtedly remain up in the air for some little time in the future. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, in terms of the total envelope, the envelope would 
be cut by 3.5 percent in 1982/83 and 2.1 percent in each of 1983/84 and 
1984/85. The cuts would be in constant dollars. There was a second 
provision by which the Department of Education will hold back a further 3 
percent, for redistribution among the universities, mainly for enrolment 
changes. This means that an average university could expect to have its 
authorized level of expenditures cut by 3.5 percent by virtue of the general 
cut in the system, followed by another 3 percent, and to the extent that its 
enrolment increases, it will get back some of that 3 percent. Putting the 
same figures together another ways and by way of illustration, he explained 
that if the government makes these 6.5 percent cuts and-if there was a 12 
percent increase in the cost of living which was allowed for, we would, in 
fact, end up with an increase in our actual budgets in current dollars, of 
something in the order of 5 percent, instead of the 12 percent that inflation 
would be running at. He emphasized that this was strictly an illustrative 
figure and he cautioned against taking any of the figures as the final result, 
because there would undoubtedly be a good deal of haggling and a good 
deal of variations would take place before the results were final. on the other 
hand, there was every reason to believe that the basic picture which he had 
just painted, would take place. He further advised that the impact of this on 
any of the universities would be substantial across Quebec. In Concordia's 
case, if we were simply to do nothing and go with the line of least resistance 
on all points, by the end of 1984/85 we would end up with an accumulated 
deficit of something in the order of forty million dollars. He explained that 
this would be in constant dollars and if inflation were to continue to run, the 
deficit. when indexed for inflation, would more likely be in the vicinity of 
sixty to eighty million dollars. However, these were figures without any 
real meaning, because one would never get that far down the road, without 
any changes. 


Finally, he advised that for Concordia and for the university system as a 
whole, it was much too early to say what was going to happen or how the 
situation was going to be dealt with. He stated that the Government has 
never before issued, for the three years into the future, this kind of 
indication as to what their budget planning was going to be. The reason for 
doing so was obviously to get across the news that times were going to be 
tough, but whether or not the Government literally follows through, insofar 
as the figures were concerned, only time would tell. He also expressed the 
opinion that, since this kind of message, in terms of the universities, was 
the same message that has been delivered across the public and para-public 
systems in Quebec, and since it clearly reflects the fact that the Government 
has little choice in the matter, in the sense that it simply does not have the 
money to do otherwise than to cut back its expenditures, it was very likely 
that something of this kind would in-fact take place. 
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Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the matter of Federal Transfer 
Payments, Dr. O'Brien advised that the "guidelines for budget planning" do 
not make any comment on that point, nor did he have any direct information 
on that, although his guess would be that the "guidelines" were essentially 
an abstraction from the E.P.F. question and were simply consistent with the 
direction that the Government of Quebec has been finding itself going in for 
a good many months. 


As to the Conference of Rectors position on the E.P.F. agreements, Dr. 
O'Brien stated that the opinions on that, as with almost any 
Federal/Provincial matter, covers a fairly wide range and that it was 
probably more difficult to get agreement in Quebec on such an issue than in 
other Provinces. Nevertheless, he advised that the Conference of Rectors 
has recently taken a unanimous decision to support the principle that the 
Federal money should continue to be paid to the Provinces to support 
funding of universities. On the other hand, it was unlikely that there would 
be unanimous agreement among Quebec universities, on some of the 
proposals that have been circulating at the Federal level, including a 
proposal that Federal money should be earmarked for direct payment to 
universities in support of such and such a programme. 


In answer to another question, Dr. O'Brien stated that the argument that 
approximately only 4 per cent of the postsecondary budget is spent on 
universities, whereas the universities have been asked to bear a budget cut 
of between 20 to 25 per cent, has been raised at the Conference of Rectors 
and it was very much in the forefront of many of the representations, 
although, as yet, no response has been received to that direct point. 


Concern was voiced over the problems with the distribution of Journals and 
other Library materials between the two campuses. It was suggested that the 
specific question should be submitted in writing, which could then be 
discussed at the next Senate meeting. 


Other issues raised and responded to, included questions on the status of the 
Library projects; an intended series of meetings in connection with "les 
tables de concertation"; the possibility of the Government passing a "Law of 
the Universities" under which all Quebec Universities would have to 
function, unless the University community was able to concert its energies 
and come up with something coherent for the full network; the preparation 
of a document for the rationalization or evaluation of universities in the 
Montreal region; the possibility of the Conference of Rectors questioning 
the Government's priorities vis-a-vis the millions of dollars which would be 
spent over the next three or four years to fulfill election promises, which 
included certain programmes which were somewhat questionable; the 
possibility of the Conference of Rectors making use of public relations 
firms and modern communication technology in its public campaign against 
budgetary cutbacks in the university system; and the Government's 
intention to recognize graduating C.E.G.E.P. technologists as full fledged 


BIT 
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engineers and the effects of such a move on existing Concordia engineering 
programmes. 


For the benefit of new Senators, Dr. O'Brien explained what normally 
happens under Agenda Items III, IV, and V. He advised that this part of the 
Agenda was intended for the exchange of information rather than for the 
passing of resolutions and motions from the floor were not accepted under 
these three items. If Senate members had matters which they might wish to 
bring to Senate for action, they should submit the proposed topic in 
advance, to Steering Committee so that it would be worked into the later 
part of the Agenda at an appropriate place for the next Senate meeting. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Cohen advised that last Spring the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
approved, in an amended fashion, the Report of the Task Force on 
Curriculum. The original text appeared in The Thursday Report and the final 
text, as amended, will be available in the offices of the Deans, the Secretary 
of the Faculty Council, and the Secretary of Senate. 


Dean Cohen also reported that over the summer, the Chemistry Department 
and Dr. Serpone in particular, were awarded a major installation grant in the 


amount of over four hundred and eighty thousand dollars to establish the 
Canadian Centre for Picosecond Laser Flash Photolysis. 


Appointments 


Election of Members to Steering Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained the membership of the Steering Committee, the 
eligibility regulations for faculty members and the election procedures. With 
respect to the student members of the Steering Committee, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that the names are proposed by the student caucus and approved 
by Senate. He further advised that the Steering Committee meetings were 
normally held once a month at 8:30 a.m., Tuesday, in room AD-221, 
Loyola Campus, ten days prior to the Senate meeting. 


While the ballot was being distributed, Dr. O'Brien, noting that there was 
only one candidate eligible from Fine Arts, declared Prof. J. Locke elected 
as the Fine Arts member on the Steering Committee. Prof. Locke advised 
that he would be unable to attend Steering Committee meetings, which 
conflicted with his teaching schedule. Dr. O'Brien explained that there was 
no provision in the regulations than to do other than elect Prof. Locke at the 
moment, but that a solution to the problem would be contemplated between 
now and the time of the next Senate meeting. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next agenda item while the ballots were 
being collected and counted by Mr. Ken Adams, University Registrar and 
Mr. Brian Counihan, Dean of Students. 
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81-7-11 IT WAS MOVED BY MR. G. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. 
G. REIS, THAT MS. ANNE MORALEJO AND MR. PAUL 
ARNKVARN BE APPOINTED, AS STUDENT REPRESENTATIVES, 
TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Appointments to Standing Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE, AND THE FELLOWSHIPS, 
SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-7-D2), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Appointments to the Concordia Council on Student Life 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. R. BREEN, SECONDED BY 'MR. G. 
MURRAY, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE CONCORDIA 
COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE, (DOCUMENT US-81-7-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Report on Proposed Minor Programme in Classical Archaeology 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Report on the proposed Minor programmes in 
Classical Archaeology was not quite ready for this meeting and the item 
would be put over to the October 16, 1981, Senate meeting, which would 
be devoted to curriculum matters. 


Cooperative Format Proposals 


Recommendations from the Steering Committee 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the recommendations from the 
Steering Committee concerning interim and future procedures for approving 
proposals for the implementation of the cooperative format for specific 
programmes, (document US-81-7-D4). 


It was stated that because of the way in which recommendation 2), was 
worded, it could be interpreted to mean that the Institute for Cooperative 
Education and the Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science might 
independently make divergent recommendations. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the intent of recommendation 2), was that the 
Institute would be consulted by the Arts and Science Faculty Council and 
the Council would then make a recommendation to Senate on procedures for 
the implementation of the cooperative format. He further advised that the 
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Steering Committee noted that Senate no longer deals directly with the 
Institute, although in the early formative periods Senate did, in fact, deal 
with the "colleges". However, that has ceased to be the practice for some 
time now, since Senate dissolved its Committee on Small Units such as 
"colleges" and turned the matter over to the Council of the Faculty of Arts 
and Science. 


It was stated that one would assume that the Council of the Faculty of Arts 
and Science would not make recommendations to Senate concerning 
procedures for the implementation of the cooperative format, without 
consulting with the Institute and it was suggested that the easiest solution to 
the problem of the wording, would be to simply delete the phrase "the 
Institute for Cooperative Education and ", from the recommendation 2). 


Another suggested solution was to change the phrase lithe Institute for 
Cooperative Education and the Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science" 
to "the Institute for Cooperative Education through the Council of the 
Faculty of Arts and Science". 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. TRUDEL, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING PROCEDURES FOR APPROVING 
PROPOSALS FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COOPERATIVE 
FORMAT, (DOCUMENT US-81-7-D4), BE APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE WORD "AND" IN THE SECOND LINE 
OF RECOMMENDATION 2), BE CHANGED TO "THROUGH". 

- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that Prof. R. Curnew, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration and Prof. G. Adams, Faculty of Arts and Science, have 
been elected to the Steering Committee. 


He advised that, in accordance with the election rules, there would be a 
run-off election for a representative from the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, between Professors Fancott and Giguere and for an 
additional representative from the Faculty of Arts and Science, between 
Professors Dubas and Trudel. 


It was agreed to proceed to the next item on the Agenda while the ballots 
were being collected and counted. 
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Cooperative Format Proposals (cont'd.) 


Dr. Singer presented and explained the proposal for the implementation of 
the Co-operative format for the Specialization and Honours degree 
programmes in Applied Mathematics and Statistics, and for the 
Specialization in Actuarial Mathematics, (document US-81-7-D5). He 
emphasized that the basic principle under which the Institute was operating 
was that it would never accept students into programmes to be offered under 
the Cooperative format, if it did not have jobs in hand. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. TRUDEL 
THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION IN 
SEPTEMBER 1982 OF THE CO-OPERATIVE FORMAT FOR THE 
SPECIALIZATION AND HONOURS DEGREE PROGRAMMES IN 
APPLIED MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS, AND FOR THE 
SPECIALIZATION IN ACTUARIAL MATHEMATICS, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-7-D5), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning financial implications, Dr. Singer 
advised that when the proposal was being considered, the feeling was that if 
there were financial implications in the initial period, they could be absorbed 
within the existing budgets of the Mathematics Department. In addition, 
Dean Cohen stated that if there were any budgetary implications, they would 
exist regardless of the introduction of the cooperative format. 


In response to a question concerning budgetary implications vis-a-vis 
summer course offerings, Senate was advised that there were no financial 
implications from that point of view. However, it was stated that if the 
Cooperative format generates twenty-five new students each year, in 
addition to the regular students al-ready registered in Mathematics 
programmes and-other regular students from other areas who are serviced 
by the Mathematics Department, there definitely would be budgetary- 
implications in terms of increased student enrolments. On the other hand, if 
those new students happen to replace a foreseen decline in enrolments, the 
costs would be absorbed within the present budget. 


Responses to a series of questions provided information on a wide range of 
issues, including a synopsis of the experience gained through the 
implementation of the Chemistry Cooperative format the possibility of 
expanding the cooperative - format throughout all of Canada; the possible 
imposition of a small cooperative education fee to offset administrative 
costs; and the possibility of the Canadian Association of Cooperative 
Education acting as a coordinating body for purposes of job placements for 
students enrolled at universities throughout Canada. 


It was stated that one was in favour of implementing the cooperative format 
as proposed in Mathematics and Economics, but it was* argued that 
everyone should realize that costs will be involved. Cited as one example 
was the costs of on site visits by supervisors during the work term and it 
was argued that unless the students are required to pay a fee to cover, if 
nothing else, the cost of that part of the programme, then, in the long run, it 
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would be an expensive undertaking for which the University was going to 
have to pay. 


Again, it was stated that there were no budgetary implications insofar as the 
proposed format for Mathematics was concerned, that do not pre-exist its 
introduction. Also, the Department of Mathematics was seriously 
underfunded, as were all departments and units in the University. It was 
operating under a tremendous strain and budgetary implications do exist, 
but they are not tied specifically to the introduction of the cooperative 
format. As far as costs were concerned, one did not believe in such a thing 
as a no-cost programme. If the proposed format was introduced, the total 
cost to the Mathematics Department including salaries, operational budget, 
etc., divided by the number of full-time equivalent students, would 
represent the cost per student and if there are twenty-five FTE students in 
the Co-op programme the cost per student would be determined 
accordingly. That is, it would not be a no-cost programme. From the point 
of view of the University as a whole and its budget in relation to the total 
number of FTE's in the University, the Co-op format would cost money. 
On the other hand, there may be no costs from the point of view of looking 
at what ' our enrolments and grants might have been without those students 
who would be registered under the Co-op format. 'It was stated again 
that-there were costs insofar as every student costs money to be educated, 
but it was emphasized that there were no budgetary implications in the sense 
that whatever budgetary implications there are, pre-exist the introduction of 
the cooperative format. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd.) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that Professor T. Fancott, Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science and Professor S. Dubas, Faculty of Arts and 
Science, have been elected to the Steering Committee. 


Cooperative Format Proposals (cont'd. 


Dr. Singer presented the proposal for the implementation of the 
Co-operative format for the Specialization and Honours programme in 
Economics, (document US-81-7-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. TRUDEL, 
THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION IN 
SEPTEMBER 1982 OF THE CO-OPERATIVE FORMAT FOR THE 
SPECIALIZATION AND HONOURS DEGREES PROGRAMMES IN 
ECONOMICS, (DOCUMENT US-81-7-D6), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Report from the Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and 
Appeals 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the fact that section 3. of the Report 
from the Committee on Applications and Appeals, (document US-81-7-D7), 
would not be discussed at today's meeting. He advised that some questions 
arose over section 3. and the Steering Committee thought it would be best to 
postpone discussion on that section to a subsequent meeting of Senate. Dr. 
Daniel presented and explained the Report from the Committee on the 
Processing of Student Applications and Appeals. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT RECOMMENDATION 1, CONCERNING THE TREATMENT OF 
APPEALS BY THE SENATE APPEALS COMMITTEE, (SECTION 4., 
PAGE 4, DOCUMENT US-81-7-D7), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT RECOMMENDATION 2, CONCERNING THE COMPOSITION 
OF THE SENATE APPEALS COMMITTEE, (SECTION 4., PAGE 5, 
DOCUMENT US-81-7-D7), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning section 5. of the Report, (page 5, document US-81-7-D7), Dr. 
Daniel advised that the Committee, after considering the failure regulations, 
the honours process, and the development of graduation lists, felt that there 
was no need for recommendations in these areas, which were included in 
the Committee's very broad mandate. With respect to section 3., of the 
Report, concerning student requests, he advised that the recommendations 
of the Committee would be considered at a subsequent meeting of Senate. 
In response to a question concerning the effects of the notions just passed, 
insofar as appeals to the Board of Governors were concerned, Dr. O'Brien 
stated that legal counsel has been sought on questions which have been 
raised by the Report from the Committee on the Processing of Student 
Applications and Appeals and the advice received is that to give effect to the 
two decisions that have just been taken, it will be necessary to formally 
amend the existing regulations dealing with cheating, plagiarism, etc. Now 
that Senate has indicated its willingness to go with the approach 
recommended in the Report, the appropriate amendments would be drafted 
and brought to Senate at a subsequent meeting. That is, the existing system 
has not been changed today but rather it would be changed at the point when 
the regulations are actually amended, which hopefully would be a month 
from now. He further advised that the legal answer to the question was that 
the Board of Governors was not obliged to consider an appeal that might be 
made to it, if there already exists within the University an appropriate 
system of first consideration and appeal. In short, if these regulations are set 
up properly, and someone does in fact submit an appeal to the Board of 
Governors, the Board can simply say that it does not choose to entertain the 
appeal. On the other hand, in strict law, and given the University's charter, 
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the Board of Governors could entertain an appeal if it chose to do so. 
However, the Board has given no indication whatsoever that it wishes to 
become a kind of court of last resort on these matters and in his opinion it 
was highly unlikely that the Board was going to take up that option, which 
in strict law it might have. 


Report on Competence in Written Expression 


For the benefit of new Senators, Prof. Whitelaw outlined the background of 
the item on competence in written expression. In presenting and explaining 
the Report, (document US-81-7-D8), he drew Senate's attention to a 
number of arithmetic miscalculations on page 8. He advised that the figures 
would be corrected and a revised page 8 would be circulated to all Senators 
with the next Senate mail out. Dr. O'Brien explained that this matter has 
been discussed several times previously at Senate and the fact that it was 
still before Senate was, in itself, an indication that a solution was not easy. 
Moreover, even what modest action to take was neither obvious nor easy to 
find. In particular, the easy solution of setting programme "T", financing it 
with new money and assessing it in five years to see whether or not it has 
solved the problem, was not particularly open to the University, given the 
financial realities that we faced. At the opposite extreme, the easy solution 
would be simply to say that we can't afford it, and do nothing. Again the 
solution was not obviously easy and Senate should not expect that we were 
now going to debate the issue for an hour and at the end of that time, vote 
on something and that will have provided the answer to the problem. He 
further stated that the important thing was that the matter was now before 
Senate in as clear a form as it was ever likely to get before Senate and that 
this year was perhaps the time when we must wrestle with what we are to 
do in this area. 


In response to a suggestion that money might be saved by using Honours 
English students as teachers for the remedial work, in exchange for credits, 
the feeling was expressed that the University would not really be saving 
money because it would lose Government grant money for such credit 
remissions. 


Another concern raised on the above suggestion, centered on what criteria 
would be used in awarding credits for students who might be involved in 
teaching remedial classes, i.e., would there be a minimum number of 
students required in such classes before credit would be given, how would 
the effectiveness of the remedial teaching be evaluated, etc. 


Concerning a suggestion that students requiring remedial work would be 
referred to already existing English composition courses, it was wondered 
whether the English Department would be able to cope with the demand, 
particularly if students were being actively referred by all Faculties in the 
University. 


In response to the above, Senate was advised that this was already 
happening. In addition, more and more students were coming to take these 
courses of their own volition and to a certain degree the problem was 


resolving itself. It was further stated that something that was sometimes 
overlooked was the extent of the English Department programmes that were 
already in place on both campuses and which programmes have indeed been 
in place for many years. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the above question might be rephrased, although not 
necessarily for answer at this time. An important way of looking at it was, 
to what extent would the English Department be in a position to look after 
this problem, given existing resources. 


Concern was voiced over the question of literacy as taught by professors 
throughout the University and while it was agreed that students must 
shoulder a lot of the responsibility for some of the illiteracy problems, 
nonetheless, it was wondered whether we should not also look at the 
standards of literacy as they are taught in the University. 


The feeling was expressed that what we were talking about was the 
University attempting to do something that was really the high school's job 
and it was argued that to establish any programme to improve the literacy of 
students in the University would be useless without any sort of lobbying to 
change the system at the high school and C.E.G.E.P. levels. 


Along the same lines, it was stated that there was a big difference between 
teaching English composition at the University level and teaching remedial 
English at the University level for credit. It was wondered what laws 
existed concerning the costs for a student, who has already graduated from 
C.E.G.E.P., to return to a high school or a C.E.G.E.P. for a remedial 
course. This is, was a student in Quebec not able to take a high school 
course without paying for it? 


In response to the above, it was stated that local School Boards offered 
courses in basic grammar, mathematics, etc at night, which courses were 
free, insofar as one was aware. 


It was stated that it was difficult for one to get enthusiastic about this debate, 
when we start out by saying that we were not going to spend any money. It 
was further stated that all of the enthusiasm up to this point has been 
generated on the understanding that we were definitely going to spend some 
money in order to face this terrible problem but it was argued that we were 
not facing the problem if we do not have any money with which to do 
anything. It was further argued that both high schools and C.E.G.E.P.'s 
were faded with the problem of fewer students because of diminishing 
enrolments, the problem of competence in written expression would seem to 
fall within their areas of responsibility and the suggested process of referral 
might be a possible solution. 


It was stated that one was in agreement with the idea that responsibility for 
competence in written expression should not rest entirely on the University 
and that we have to put some pressure on the primary and secondary 
institutions. Insofar as implementing something at the University level was 
concerned, the feeling was expressed that this would either have to be done 


at the beginning, in terms of admission, which admittedly would be very 
difficult, or by perhaps restricting a student's entrance into third year, 

unless he or she has proven competence at that point, as opposed to 
instituting a system whereby a student could be denied a degree at the end of 
the process, after all other programme requirements have been completed. 


Other issues raised included a concern over the lack of competence in 
written and verbal expression among University teachers and the possibility 
of establishing editorial control boards to monitor the kind of literature being 
given to students in the classrooms, including examinations. 


It was stated that by broadening the discussion to the general question of 
literacy as practiced throughout the University, Senate has safely gotten 
itself away from the possibility of taking any action whatsoever. One had 
thought that we had already come to the conclusion, at Senate, that there had 
to be some specific action about graduation requiring a certain level of 
literacy and if Senate wanted to begin a discussion prior to that, or if 
someone wanted to suggest that that was not what we were discussing now, 
that would be fine and we could continue the discussion for another three 
years and really never o anything, which, it was argued would neither be 
effective nor in the best interests of the students. It was further argued that 
the concern that was expressed and agreed upon at Senate was to improve 
the literacy of students for their own benefit and Senate was urged to restrict 
itself to that consideration and perspective. 


The feeling was expressed that it was not only unfair but also useless, to 
simply require that students improve their standards and performance in this 
area. If we want the majority of students who have a problem, to improve, 
we have to guide them to specific courses where they will be able to 
discover their hiatuses and problems and then deal with them. It was 
suggested that if that was going to cost more money than we can now 
afford, perhaps we should abandon the whole effort, rather than insisting 
that the students have highest standards, without actually showing them 
how to write properly. However, it was suggested that, given our present 
financial circumstances, we might at least be able to define a minimum 
standard and create the possibility for students who fall below that standard 
to get expert instruction to bring them up to the minimum. It was also 
suggested that an attempt should be made to identify the types of problems 
that we run into, which basically fall into two distinct categories. The first 
was a basic language problem and the second was the question of style and 
composition. Students in the first category could be directed towards 
English 205 and 206, which were aimed at the language problem, while - 
students in the second category could be directed towards English 211, 212 
and 213, which were aimed at style and composition problems. 
Consequently, it was suggested that, in a general way, there should be an 
exhaustive investigation of existing courses to determine those courses 
which might be suitable as instruments to improve those students falling 
below the minimum standards in particular areas, as well as courses which, 
with some small changes, might also be useful in that way. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that in a sense Senate has re-started the debate on this 
issue, but he felt that that was inevitable particularly given the number of 
months that have gone by since the last debate, the change in circumstances 
and the number of new members on Senate. On the other hand, he felt that 
one of the clear and not surprising lessons of the history of this matter, was 
that it has taken about three years to get to the point of the document 
(US-81-7-D8), that was now before Senate. Along the way we have 
narrowed the options somewhat, but unfortunately along that same route, 
the amount of money has narrowed down even faster, which has made the 
outcome not as helpful as it was meant to be. He further stated that there 
have been a number of tendencies within the debate that has taken place. 
One of these lies fairly squarely within the context of the document now 
before Senate, (document US-81-7-D8), that is, recognizing that we can not 
do all that we might want to do, we should nevertheless attempt to put 
together a minimum programme from among the various options and 
alternatives, and procede to do that. While even a minimum programme was 
likely to cost upwards of one hundred thousand dollars and the question of 
how that cost was to be met, whether by excising something or by 
implementing a student fee, however unwelcomed, would be among the 
things to be discussed. Nonetheless, one of the possibilities that Senate 
might well decide to push towards was the definition of a minimum 
programme for implementation by next September. Another approach 
would be to forget about the notion of trying to improve the students’ 
literacy directly, by testing and encouraging the students to take courses, 
etc., and instead attempt to set up some campaign or some means to increase 
the general level of literacy of the whole environment in the University and 
thereby indirectly influence the literacy of students. There were a number of 
ways of doing this, one being the suggestion on what might be termed 
"exam paper literacy" whereby the quality of the language in examination 
papers would be examined, before or after the fact, and informing the 
individual who has prepared them, that the papers were not up to standards. 
That is, we would attempt to get at things of this kind and improve them. A 
second approach along the same lines would be to attempt to get a greater 
faculty insistence within the existing context, including for example, 
requiring that students write papers in which syntax is taken into account. 


Finally, Dr. O'Brien suggested that, if Senate was not simply going to 
debate this topic endlessly, it should reaffirm what it has already affirmed 
several months ago, that is, that we shall do something about students along 
the lines of testing and remedial activity. Realistically we probably could not 
afford an ambitious programme but if we want to reaffirm that we were in 
fact going to do something, find out what we can afford to do and do it, 
then presumably we could arrive at something for next September. 
Alternatively, Senate could decide that, all things considered, that approach 
should now be abandoned, and we could then consider whether the more 
general environmental approach was a possibility or whether it was just an 
imaginary goal which practically could not be reached. He suggested that 
some considerations along these lines might lead at least to an ending to this 
item on the Senate agenda at some point in the coming year. 


It was stated that what we were talking about was not doing something 
dramatically new, but rather we were talking about maintaining the 
University at acceptable standards of literacy. One point that has come out 
of the discussion today and that everyone seems to agree with, was that the 
literacy standards at this University were not acceptable. It was argued that 
if that was the situation, costs should be a secondary consideration and if 
we take ourselves as a University, seriously, we should really be 
implementing every single one of the suggestions and recommendations in 
the Report on Competence in Written Expression, (document US-81-7-D8). 
It was further argued that many students and faculty members in the 
University were very literate and we should be seriously evaluating those 
resources with a view to determining ways in which they could be used in 
an innovative fashion. Moreover, one could no longer accept the argument 
that we do not have the money to implement something. Rather, if we have 
to overspend on the budget, by two hundred and fifty thousand dollars in 
order to come up with effective literacy programmes, it would be well worth 
it. We should also publicly state that this University has a literacy problem 
and we are going to spend two hundred and fifty thousand dollars over our 
budget in order to solve that problem. 


It was stated that if money really becomes the critical issue, a possible 
solution would be a trade off between pre-registration and language 
competence. Furthermore, there was no doubt in one's mind which of the 
two should be given priority. 


The feeling was expressed that we were all taking a harder look at budgets 
than we have ever taken before. Although previously there was a feeling 
that we had no hope whatsoever about changing what went on at Grade 
Schools, High Schools, or C.E.G.E.P.'s, at the present time everybody 
was in a position where they were open to pressures as never before in their 
histories. It was suggested that literacy was something that must be taught 
in Grade School and High School and we should begin by putting pressure 
on that, rather than just throwing money to the wind. 


The following was suggested as a possible motion, which, it was hoped, 
might be tolerated by Senate at this time: 


"That as a first measure to cope with the problem of literacy in the 
University, Senate recommends the institution of one of the programmes 
outlined in the Report on Competence in Written Expression and at any rate, 
nothing less than the minimal or least costly of the programmes, that is 
implementation of 3-credit composition courses for 1,250 students, (Section 
E.I., item 2, page 8, document US-81-7-D8) . " 


It was explained that the sense of the above proposal was that Senate 
endorse, at least the institution of one minimal programme for next year, 
with a proviso that more than a minimal programme be implemented if the 
budget allows. 


With respect to the question of illiteracy among professors in the 
University, it was pointed out that there was one instrument that was 


presently available and might be used by undergraduate students. That 
instrument was the course evaluation and the hope was expressed that 
students who suffered from evident illiteracy in their courses, would make 
that very apparent in their course evaluations. That would be one way to 
stimulate into action, areas in the University where there might presently be 
a certain amount of complacency. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he certainly did not want to see Senate continue to 
discuss this topic over the next seven or eight meetings, nor did he think 
that we would get a better decision by discussing it endlessly during the 
coming year. On the other hand, this was one of the most important matters 
that was likely to come before Senate during the present year and he would 
not want to find that we have a so called "decision" that doesn't really rally 
the support of Senate as a whole. He pointed out that there have been four 
or five suggestions on things that we conceivably might do, which were not 
mutually exclusive and some of them could perhaps be done 
simultaneously. Concerning the motion suggested above, he stated that if it 
was passed, Senate would be taking a position that we should do something 
along the general line of document US-81-7-D8 and that we should find the 
money come what may. It may turn out to be less money than it otherwise 
might be, but it was going to be a sum of money. In passing the motion 
Senate would be saying that competence in written expression has almost 
the highest imaginable. priority and it was more important than improving 
or preserving something else. If Senate, knowing what the financial 
uncertainties are, decides that the University should spend fifty to two 
hundred and fifty thousand dollars on this kind of a thing, he would want to 
be assured that Senate is aware that it is saying that, as may be necessary, 
let other things slip and slide because this genuinely is more important than 
anything else. That would be the end result of passing the proposed 
resolution. It would also be an excellent way of bringing the matter to a 
head and, one way or another, we would know where we stand on the 
issue. However, he wondered whether Senate would feel comfortable on 
voting on the resolution within the next fifteen minutes or whether it would 
not be preferable to take it as a notice of motion to be considered at the 
October 30, 1981 meeting, since, in his opinion it was important that we 
don't find ourselves in a position of having passed a resolution that doesn't 
really have the support that would be necessary to put it through in the 
financial environment that we were going to face. 


It was wondered whether, rather than to explore the possibility of a large 
scale testing programme, which would only convince us that what we 
already know, was true, we should consider an alternative possibility of 
formalizing some form of channel between the person dealing with students 
who have difficulty with written expression and their advisors. That is, 
perhaps we should try to formalize in some way, the fact that we have 
identified that a particular person has a problem, and then bring that problem 
to his or her attention. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien explained that another way of looking 
at the proposed motion was that in effect it was saying that we should opt 
for the choice of doing something for and in connection with the individual 
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student and let us then examine document US-81-7-D8 and discover what 
seems to be, all things considered, the minimum realistic thing that we can 
do. This might indeed turn out to be something along the lines suggested 
above or it might turn out to be two or three other things. He stressed 
however, that in his opinion, the critical decision for Senate to make either 
now or at the next meeting, was whether it wished to reaffirm that we were 
going to implement for next year something related to the individual student 
and his or her competence in written expression. If Senate makes that 
decision, an attempt would be made to formulate and put before Senate two 
or three modest packages and Senate could then decide which of those 
packages should be the one to be approved. 


Senate agreed that the resolution be considered as a notice of motion which 
would be included on the agenda for the October 30, 1981, meeting. 


Adjournment 


It was agreed that the remaining item on the Agenda Be put over to the next 
meeting. The meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


